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This study presents a literature review of environmental reports based on papers published in 20 ac-
counting journals between 2006 and 2015. A majority of the papers were published in journals, such as
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, Accounting Forum, Critical Perspectives on Accounting,
and Accounting, Organizations and Society. For each article, the aims and results obtained, methodol-
ogies adopted, data sources, industrial sectors, and countries involved were identiﬁed. Most of the
studies present a longitudinal approach and use content analysis as their methodology. The most
extensively used theories are the legitimacy and stakeholders theories. The purpose of this study is to
contribute to the reﬂection of the state of the art of research in social and environmental accounting.
© 2018 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.1. Introduction
Environmental information since the mid-1980s of the last
century has been a matter of growing interest of ﬁrms, academic
communities, accounting regulatory bodies, and professional as-
sociations among others. This growing interest, owing to its social
and environmental issues, has resulted in the increment of aca-
demic publications, which have adopted different perspectives
with most of the research focusing on the analysis of social and
environmental reports (SER) and in search of the theoretical
statements that justify these practices.
Previously, studies made in this ﬁeld used only a few accounting
journals as sources, the present one has analysed papers published
in 20 leading accounting journals, similar to Parker (2005), Eugenio
et al. (2010), Mata et al. (2015) and Deegan (2017) between 2006
and 2015, this study aims to contribute to the review of the pub-
lished studies, thus allowing a knowledge of the state of the art of
research in accounting on the issue of environmental reporting.
The analysis intended to identify the following dimensions for
each article: methodologies adopted, data sources, industrial
sector, and the countries involved in the research, aims and results
obtained, practices and motivations for the environmental report,
relationship between the environmental report and organizationaldevelopment and theoretical bases.
This work is structured in the following manner: it begins with
the introduction of an historical perspective of research on social
and environmental accounting (SEA), followed by the explicit
methodology adopted for the sample screening. The next section
shows the results, and its systemisation and discussion. Finally, we
present the conclusions and limitations.
2. Historical perspective of social and environmental
accounting
The growing interest of social and environmental issues pro-
pelled the increment of academic publications. In this regard, the
literature on SEA is vast and develops several lines of research not
only in a theoretical, but also in an empirical perspective, on the
study of SER and SEA practices from both internal and external
viewpoints.
Several authors present a systemisation of the theoretical and
empiric research on SER and SEA, and can be highlighted in
Mathews (1997, 2003, 2004), Gray (2002), Owen (2008), Parker
(2005, 2011), Eugenio et al. (2010), and Deegan (2017).
Mathews (1997) classiﬁed the main topics addressed in the
literature in the last 25 years, dividing them into three distinct
periods: from 1971 to 1980, 1981 to 1990, and 1991 to 1995.
Gray (2002) presented a critical analysis of the literature in SEA
published in the last 25 years, highlighting the studies published in
the Accounting, Organization and Society (AOS) journal.
Fig. 1. Papers selected based on journal title and year.
1 Accounting Review (AR); Accounting, Organizations and Society (AOS), Journal
Accounting Research (JAR); Contemporary Accounting Research (CAR); Journal of
Accounting and Economics (JAE); Review of Accounting Studies (RAS); Abacus (A);
Accounting and Business Research (ABR); Accounting and Finance (AFi); Accounting
Business & Financial History (ABFH); Accounting Horizons (AH); Accounting,
Auditing & Accountability Journal (AAAJ); Accounting, Management and Informa-
tion Technologies (AMIT); European Accounting Review (EAR); The International
Journal on Accounting (IJA); International Journal of ISAFM (IJIASAFM); Journal of
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well as the state of the art of SEA through papers published in
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal (AAAJ) between
1988 and 2007, and other publications from top journals, between
2004 and 2007, highlighting that SEA should answer environ-
mental and social changes and that there should be a greater focus
on the public sector, non-proﬁt organizations, and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs).
Eugenio et al. (2010) presented an analysis on SEA, while
focusing on papers published between 2000 and 2006 in 19 leading
accounting journals, dividing the empirical studies into four cate-
gories: SEA, SER, relationship between the report and performance,
and the impact of regulation, concluding that the area of focus is the
dissemination of social and environmental information. The
methodologies adopted, the origin and type of data used, and the
country studied were also analysed. In relation to the most used
methodologies, it was found that content analysis and interviews
were more extensively used, thus concluding that most of the
studies considered a sample of companies of the pollutant sectors.
The data used are a result of the annual reports as there is a trend
for the analysis of other documents of companies, such as auton-
omous environmental reports, websites, press releases, and
newsletters. Concerning the countries, the studies mainly focused
on the United Kingdom, Australia, and the United States of America
(the United States).
Parker (2011) showed a longitudinal analysis of the studies
published between 1988 and 2008 in four leading accounting
journals (AAAJ, Accounting Forum (AFo), Critical Perspectives on
Accounting (CPA), and AOS) and two journals speciﬁcally dedicated
to research in SEA (Social and Environmental Accounting Journal
and Journal of the Asia Paciﬁc Centre For Environmental Account-
ability). 199 published papers were analysed from the four leading
accounting journals. The papers published in the AAAJ present a
greater balance between the social and environmental aspects. The
author highlights the dominance of European and Australian re-
searchers in the AAAJ, AF, and CPA journals, and the growing focus
on the public/governmental sector as well as on NGOs. Parker
(2011) further highlighted the fact that some organizations
expressed their concern with SEA as a method of managing repu-
tation risks, while answering institutional interests and pressures
involving the community. In other words, companies adopt a
reactive strategy considering the exterior pressures. It is important
to highlight the focus attributed to the research undertaken in three
non-Anglo-Saxon countries (Spain, The Netherlands, and Finland).
Deegan (2017) reﬂected on 25 years of research in SEA published
in the CPA, having selected 62 papers. Assuming that the increase in
reporting could represent an improvement in its quality through
global initiatives, such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) and
integrated reporting, the author states that several researchers
conclude that the quality of reporting has not improved. Deegan
(2017) also considered that research in SEA published in other
journals, explains the motivations for SER, particularly the volun-
tary report, concluding that the explanation goes predominantly
through the legitimacy theory, using the methodology of content
analysis of corporate reports and through external factors, such as
the community expectancies, media pressures, and critical social/
environmental developments. Finally, he states that after 25 years,
the quality of corporate report and accountability have not
improved, and the state of the environment and social situation in
some societies has degraded furthermore.International Financial Management and Accounting (JIFMA); Review of Quantita-
tive Finance and Accounting (RQFA); Critical Perspectives on Accounting (CPA);
Accounting Forum (AFo).
2 The journals (JAE, AMIT, IJISAFM, and RQFA) that did not publish any papers on
ED or ER in the period under analysis were excluded and the journals (JAR and RAS)
that did not meet the criteria selection of the papers were also excluded.3. Research design
This study aims to contribute to the knowledge ofenvironmental reporting, through the review of research in SER,
based on the analysis of papers published in 20 leading accounting
journals,1 between 2006 and 2015.
“Traditional” scientiﬁc journals of the accounting ﬁeld were
selected. Worthy of note is that journals like the AAAJ, CPA, AOS,
AFo are recognized as leading research editors in SEA.
In order to collect the papers that were published in the jour-
nals, the methodology adopted by Parker (2005), Eugenio et al.
(2010), Mata et al. (2015) and Deegan (2017) was followed. By
adopting this methodology and through the database query of
journals, which occurred between January and February 2017, the
keywords ‘Environmental Disclosure (ED)’ and ‘Environmental
Reporting (ER)’ were used to identify 342 papers.
For the selection of papers, we chose to exclude the papers that
had the keyword(s) only in the references or in the article as an
example. In other words, we excluded the papers that did not have
the keyword(s) as the objectives of the study. In addition, the pa-
pers in which the keyword(s) appeared in the editorials, call for
papers, and book reviews were also excluded. It is also important to
highlight that in the cases where the article was identiﬁed by both
the keywords, but only one of them met all the requirements to
exclude the article, we chose the article for analysis. Thus, among
the 342 papers initially identiﬁed, 161 papers were selected2
(Fig. 1).
Within the scrutinised period, these journals published several
“Special Editions” over SEA/SER.
2013 was the year with biggest number of selected papers,
resulting from the special editions in the journals AFo “Social and
Environmental Accounting in Emerging and Less Developed
Economies”, CPA “Accounting for the Environment” e AAAJ “Ac-
counting for Biodiversity”.
C. Mata et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 198 (2018) 1198e12091200In 2011, journals as AFo “Social and Environmental Accounting
and Accountability” and AAAJ “Climate Change and Greenhouse
Gas” also contributed for the results above mentioned.
During 2014, the journal AAAJ “Integrated Reporting”, is the
highlight.
We found that most of the papers were published in the AAAJ
(32%), followed by AFo (24%). In the third position were CPA and
AOS, both with 11%, the others journals represent the remainder
22%.
Following the proposals of Parker (2005), Eugenio et al. (2010),
Mata et al. (2015), and Deegan (2017), we chose to classify the
papers analysed into three categories: practices andmotivations for
the environmental reports, relationship between the environ-
mental report and organizational performance, and theoretical
bases. However, it is important to highlight that an article maybe
classiﬁed into more than one category due to its
complementarities.
4. Results
This study analysed the following dimensions for each article:
methodologies adopted, data sources, industrial sector, the coun-
tries studied, and aims and results obtained. Consecutively, the
aims and results of the sample papers in view of the following
categories were presented: practices and motivations for the
environmental reports, relationship between the environmental
report and organizational performance, and theoretical bases.
4.1. Methodology and data sources
Most of the papers in our sample aim to analyse the environ-
mental information disclosed by companies in their annual reports
and sustainability or environmental reports, the most common
methodology being: content analysis, such as in Deegan (2017) and
Eugenio et al. (2010). However, this method shows some limita-
tions due to the subjectivity in the interpretation of the information
collected and in the decision of inclusion in one of the deﬁned
categories.
Thus, some of the studies of the sample develop grids, having
the GRI as a base, so as to determine the index of environmental
report. For example, Clarkson et al. (2008) who considered 95
items, divided them into 7 categoriese structure of governance andInterviews, 1
10.6%
Survey, 10, 6.2%
Sta s al models,
11, 6.8%
Theore al / Commentary
Literature, 47, 29.2%
Fig. 2. Methodomanagement systems, credibility, environmental development in-
dicators, environmental expenses, vision and strategy, environ-
mental proﬁle, and environmental initiatives. Highlighting the
study of Barbu et al. (2014a), it is the only study that considers the
IAS/IFRS.
In the analysis, there is an increase in the number of researches
that use interviews with content analysis. It is further noted that
most of the studies are empirical, such as Mathews (2003).
The reviewed papers’ methodologies are exempliﬁed in Fig. 2.
They can be divided into non-empirical (Theoretical/Commentary
Literature) and empirical approaches (content analysis, interviews,
content analysis þ interviews, surveys, statistical models).
From the papers revised (161 papers), 70,8% were empirical
studies and 29,2% were theoretical approaches.
Content analysis represents 38,5% of the total empirical studies.
The rest are divided in: interviews (10,6%), content
analysis þ interviews (8,7%), statistical models (6,8%) and surveys
(6,2%).
It should be noted that in order to decrease the possible
subjectivity of the method of content analysis and evaluate stake-
holder's perceptions, some studies appeal to interviews with
managers, accountants, or various groups of stakeholders, such as
employees as noted in Belal and Owen (2015), Thomson et al.
(2014), Contrafatto (2014), Rimmel and Jon€all (2013), Vinnari and
Laine (2013), Bebbington et al. (2012), O'Sullivan and O'Dwyer
(2009), Grosser and Moon (2008), and Islam and Deegan (2008).
There are other studies that only use a survey (Thoradeniya
et al., 2015; Wong and Millington, 2014; Thorne et al., 2014;
Williams et al., 2011; Kuruppu and Milne, 2010; Henri and
Journeault, 2010) or only interviews (Momin, 2013; Beddewela
and Herzig, 2013; Monfardini et al., 2013; Belal and Cooper, 2011;
O'Dwyer, 2011; Qian et al., 2011; Jones and Solomon, 2010;
Edgley et al., 2010; Bebbington et al., 2009; Farneti and Guthrie,
2009; Belal and Owen, 2007; Spence, 2007; Solomon and
Solomon, 2006; Deegan and Blomquist, 2006).
Most of the studies (see Fig. 3), such as Loh et al. (2015), Lanis
and Richardson (2013), Bouten et al. (2011), Cowan and Deegan
(2011), Lynch (2010), Cho et al. (2010), Tilling and Tilt (2010),
Islam and Deegan (2010), Samkin and Schneider (2010), Laine
(2010, 2009), Islam and Deegan (2008), Guthrie et al. (2008),
Frost (2007), Murray et al. (2006), and De Villiers and Staden
(2006) use the annual report as a source to gather information onContent analysis,
62, 38.5%
Content analysis +
Interviews, 14,
8.7%7,
logies used.
Fig. 3. Data sources used.
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and usefulness for various stakeholders.
However, companies have started to use other sources of in-
formation, such as CEO declarations, sustainability or environ-
mental reports, institutional brochures, media news, press releases,
and websites (Liesen et al., 2015; Rodrigue, 2014; Chelli et al., 2014;
Van Liempd and Busch, 2013; Lodhia and Jacobs, 2013; Moroney
et al., 2012; Joseph and Taplin, 2011; Clarkson et al., 2011; Ten-
Elijido et al., 2010; Aerts and Cormier, 2009; Laine, 2009; Guthrie
et al., 2008; Grosser and Moon, 2008).
The longitudinal approach allows an analysis of the possible
relationship between the context and behaviour of disclosure of
environmental information. Several works resort to this approach,
such as Liesen et al. (2015), Belal and Owen (2015), Loh et al. (2015),
Comyns and Figge (2015), Tregidga et al. (2014), Chelli et al. (2014),
Hassan and Kouthy (2013), Vinnari and Laine (2013), Lodhia and
Jacobs (2013), Cho et al. (2012b), M€akela and Laine (2011),
Clarkson et al. (2011), Islam and Deegan (2010), Tilling and Tilt
(2010), Samkin and Schneider (2010), Lynch (2010), Laine (2010,
2009), Camara et al. (2009), Islam and Deegan (2008), Freedman
and Stagliano (2008), Frost (2007), Campbell et al. (2006), De
Villiers and Staden (2006), and Murray et al. (2006).
Among the studies analysed, the larger samples are approxi-
mately 1447 companies with 100 or more employees, with 330
answers to the questionnaire (Henri and Journeault, 2010), 431
European companies (Liesen et al., 2015), 510 companies (Mahoney
et al., 2013), 200 Australian companies (Hrasky, 2012a), 339 listed
companies of the Australian extractive and energy sectors
(Herbohn et al., 2014), 191 companies from the United States
(Clarkson et al., 2008), 190 companies (Cho et al., 2010), 187 com-
panies (Rankin et al., 2011), 158 non-ﬁnancial corporations (Aerts
and Cormier, 2009), and 119 listed companies (Cho et al., 2012b).
In the public sector, we highlight the studies of 190 local govern-
ments (Williams et al., 2011) and 139 local authorities (Joseph and
Taplin, 2011).
4.2. Industrial sector and countries
Several studies conclude or defend that the industrial sector is a
factor that inﬂuences the practices of SER (Monteiro and Guzman,
2010; Branco and Rodrigues, 2008; Hahn and Kühnen, 2013).
Companies that encounter more environmental risks are sensitive
sectors and exposed to regulation, such as the chemical sector,
paper industry, oil companies, metal-mechanics industry, extrac-
tive industry, and electricity industry (Michelon et al., 2015;Herbohn et al., 2014; Barbu et al., 2014a; Cho et al., 2008, 2012b;
Coetzee and Staden, 2011; Freedman and Jaggi, 2011; Clarkson
et al., 2011, 2008; Aerts and Cormier, 2009; Laine, 2010, 2009;
Cho, 2009; Freedman and Stagliano, 2008; Burnett and Hansen,
2008; Frost, 2007; Cho and Patten, 2007; De Villiers and Staden,
2006; Deegan and Blomquist, 2006; Magness, 2006). Companies
in these industries tend to disseminate more information in com-
parison to the companies that are not subjected to such risks, and
consequently to the pressure of the community in general and of
the government in particular.
Cho et al. (2015b) concluded that the relationship between the
legitimacy factors for the differences of SER remain unaltered over
time, considering the size of the company and the sensitive envi-
ronment sectors. However, the levels of SER between companies
and sectors, which are considered sensitive to the environment and
otherwise, have been decreasing. Patten and Zhao (2014) argued
that companies elaborate their autonomous reports by providing
references of the GRI as a base, with greater emphasis on envi-
ronmental information, even for companies of the sectors consid-
ered to be critical. For example, on an average, retail companies of
the United States provided more environmental information than
social information. However, Cho and Patten (2007) found that
dissemination is higher in companies that operate in sectors
considered sensitive to the environment and that the extension of
the monetary environmental information is signiﬁcantlymore than
similar disseminations of the best performances.
Rankin et al. (2011) defended that companies, such as those in
the extractive and electricity industries that disclose more credible
information are more likely of more disseminations (greater
exposure). De Villiers and Staden (2006) also consider companies
with operations that change the environment, such as the extrac-
tive sector, most likely to disseminate more environmental
information.
Thus, the sectorial framework of organizations is important to
understand certain aims, strategies, and capacities related to the
practices of environmental reporting. This factor allows the crea-
tion of groups of observations so as to identify the similarities and
differences between the groups of companies of distinct sectors.
The literature suggests that companies of the same industrial sector
have similar dissemination practices (Branco and Rodrigues, 2008),
in other words is the mimetic isomorphism.
Some studies do not take the industrial sector into consider-
ation, but factors such as the dimension (more than 100 workers)
(Henri and Journeault, 2010) and if they are listed on the stock
exchange (Liesen et al., 2015; Barbu et al., 2014a; Hrasky, 2012a;
Cho et al., 2010, 2012b; Mahadeo et al., 2011; Bouten et al., 2011;
Jones, 2011; Grosser and Moon, 2008; Frost, 2007; Spence, 2007;
Cho and Patten, 2007; Clatworthy and Jones, 2006; Murray et al.,
2006) are considered, observing that it represents social pressure,
where they are subjected to a greater public scrutiny by the media
(Luo et al., 2012).
It is important to highlight the growing research involving
governmental organizations (Thomson et al., 2014; Lodhia and
Jacobs, 2013; Monfardini et al., 2013; Qian et al., 2011; Joseph and
Taplin, 2011; Williams et al., 2011; Samkin and Schneider, 2010;
Lynch, 2010; Farneti and Guthrie, 2009), a trend identiﬁed by
Parker (2011) and Mata et al. (2015).
In most cases, the analysed country is associated with the
country of afﬁliation of the authors (Table 1). The authors who
published the most number of papers were Dennis Patten with 12
papers, Charles H. Cho with 10 papers, Rob Gray and Robin Roberts
with 6 papers each, and Craig Deegan and Matias Laine with 5
papers each.
Concerning the most analysed countries, our results allow us to
Table 1
Afﬁliation of the authors.
Australia 63
United Kingdom 51
United States 33
Canada; New Zealand 16
Italy 13
France 10
Spain 9
Belgium; Netherlands 6
Denmark 5
Finland 4
Sweden 3
Romania; Ireland; South Africa; Mauritius 2
Saudi Arabia; Malaysia; Bangladesh; Germany; Singapore 1
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nantly focused on Anglo-Saxon countries (see Table 2). The most
studied countries from Europe were United Kingdom, France, Italy,
Finland and Germany.
Within the sample, studies were found that perform a
comparative analysis between countries, such as: Germany, France,
and the United Kingdom (Barbu et al., 2014a), between Germany,
France, United Kingdom, Canada, Japan, United States, and India
(Freedman and Jaggi, 2011), between South Korea, Malaysia,
Philippines, Thailand, and Indonesia (Loftus and Purcell, 2008) and
studies that involve more than 13 countries (Bozzolan et al., 2015;
Liesen et al., 2015; Barkemeyer et al., 2014; Luo et al., 2012; Kolk
et al., 2008).
It is important to highlight the analyses of developing countries,
such Bangladesh and Sri Lanka. It is noted that the motivations for
the practices of SER in Bangladesh can be explained by the pressure
of western customers, media, and institutions, through the impo-
sition of operational policies and codes of conduct (cohesive
isomorphism) (Islam and Deegan, 2010). The conclusion shared by
Momin (2013) and Belal et al. (2015) highlighted the role of NGOs
and international funds due to the vulnerability of the country, with
high levels of poverty, lack of governance, dependency on external
help, and owing to political and corporate partnering the elites in
corruption. Belal et al. (2015) added the lack of legal requisites, the
imperative of proﬁt, bad performance and fear of bad reputation to
justify the absence of responsible social corporative reports,
concluding that they serve corporative interests and beneﬁt the
stakeholders with power, such as the management and
shareholders.
In this regard, Belal and Owen (2015) concluded that the vari-
ation, increase, and decrease in SER of an European multinational
afﬁliate of the tobacco sector is a result of a complex combination of
global forces (inﬂuence of parent company, World Health Organi-
zation, and international institutions) and locals (a governmentTable 2
Countries analysed.
United States 28
United Kingdom 27
Australia 24
Canada 11
France 10
Italy 8
Bangladesh; Finland; South Africa; Japan; Germany 7
New Zealand; Spain; Belgium 6
Sweden; Netherlands; South Korea 5
Malaysia; Denmark; Ireland 4
Singapore; India; Thailand; Switzerland; Norway 3
Sri Lanka; Hungary; Philippines; Greece; Austria; Brazil; Mexico 2
Indonesia; Ecuador; Mauritius; Nigeria; Romania; Poland; Portugal;
Luxembourg; China; Israel
1tobacco policy, the media, and an NGO).
These results reﬂect the importance of activist stakeholders and
stakeholder pressure for SER, in the absence of mandated disclo-
sure, it's critical that society rewards “good” corporate citizens for
their positive social and environmental policies and actions
(Mahoney et al., 2013). The stakeholder pressure can motivate
companies to adopt various environmental practices (Brennan and
Merkl-Davies, 2014; Deegan and Blomquist, 2006).
In relation to Sri Lanka, Beddewela and Herzig (2013) concluded
that a group of multinational companies are more concerned about
the head ofﬁces being located in developed countries, up to a point
of ignoring the concerns of the local stakeholders, due to the
absence of external coercive pressures and the restricted effects of
the normative isomorphism. However, Thoradeniya et al. (2015)
noted that the attitude of the managers of listed companies, due
to the sustainability of the report, is inﬂuenced by the belief of
pressure of the stakeholders.
The practices of providing environmental reports by organiza-
tions are speciﬁc to each country due to the legal, social, economic,
cultural, and political context prevalent in the speciﬁc country.
4.3. Practices and motivations for environmental reports
In this category, we include the studies whose practices and
motivations are analysed for the environmental report of the or-
ganizations. An extensive body of research has examined envi-
ronmental disclosure and reporting practices, these studies take
into account different aims, such as analysing the extension and
nature of practices of environmental reporting before and after the
introduction of the legal standards (Frost, 2007); content analysis of
sustainability reports and corporative actions (Cho et al., 2015a);
comparative reports (Bebbington et al., 2012); analysis of the cer-
tiﬁcation of climate alterations through different reports (Aguiar
and Bebbington, 2014); analysis of the effect of environmental
report certiﬁcation (Edgley et al., 2010; Moroney et al., 2012); un-
derstanding the environmental reporting practices of govern-
mental departments (Lynch, 2010); examining report strategies of
an industrial sector (Cuganesan et al., 2010); and analysis of the
interaction between the SER of a company and external institu-
tional pressures (Laine, 2009).
Motivations for environmental reporting are intrinsically
related to the organization's reputation management, due to
corporate internal factors (size, organizational performance, posi-
tion in the value chain, and others), the pressure of stakeholders
(media, regulators, clients), environmental accidents, legislative
input or because the organization has an environmental manage-
ment system. Some studies suggest that companies engage in SER
mainly to secure their own position and private interests.
The environmental information can be provided in many forms
(qualitative statements, quantitative facts, ﬁnancial statements,
graphics or photos, CEO declarations, amongst others) and can be
included in the annual report, stand-alone reports, sustainability
reports according to GRI, press releases, company websites, and
others.
The objective of some of the studies is to analyse the evolution
of the quality and extension of dissemination in annual reports,
sustainability reports, and corporate promissory notes after acci-
dents (Coetzee and Staden, 2011; Ten-Elijido et al., 2010; Cho,
2009). The results show that environmental dissemination tends to
base itself on a strategy that aims to legitimise the activity instead
of promoting greater accountability. They also conclude that after
an environmental accident, there is a tendency to increase infor-
mation dissemination in environmental reports and press releases,
showing the reasons for the accident or the corrective measures. To
manage their reputation risk some organizations extensively use
C. Mata et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 198 (2018) 1198e1209 1203SER on their websites (Arora and Lodhia, 2017).
According to Guthrie et al. (2008), companies use reports, ac-
counts, and their websites to disseminate different types of envi-
ronmental information. Websites are preferred as they show a
greater dissemination of environmental information in comparison
to reports and accounts due to the increased use of the Internet by
companies to communicate their performances.
There is a growing elaboration of reports of sustainability ac-
cording to the GRI. However, to Moneva et al. (2006), some orga-
nizations that use the GRI do not behave responsibly in view of
sustainability. Similar to Michelon et al. (2015), they consider that
the use of GRI does not increase the process of accountability and
the information disseminated to stakeholders as companies may
appear to perform reasonable disseminationwithout increasing the
quality of their dissemination. Contained in the literature is the
general perception that the overall quality of these reports is
relatively low (Clarkson et al., 2011).
The concept of reputation risk management allows an under-
standing of the practices of reporting of the corporative social/
environmental responsibility and the language used (Craig and
Brennan, 2012; Higgins and Walker, 2012).
Generally, it appears that studies on environmental reports are
based on the quantity or thematic context of the report. However,
the use of language constitutes an important tool for the use of
public opinion. Considering this, several studies, such as
Barkemeyer et al. (2014), Brennan and Merkl-Davies (2014), Craig
and Brennan (2012), Higgins and Walker (2012), M€akel€a and Laine
(2011), Laine (2010), Cho et al. (2010), and Bebbington et al. (2008)
approach this topic. Hrasky (2012a) and Jones (2011) studies ana-
lysed the use of graphics and photographs in environmental and
sustainability reports. Jones (2011) concluded that companies with
a high environmental impact show more graphics for the envi-
ronmental information in comparison to the ones with reduced
environmental impact. In addition, there is a trend of resorting to
graphic representation when there is more positive news. Hrasky
(2012a) concluded that companies that are more focused on sus-
tainability depend more on graphics in comparison to the less
sustainable companies. In addition, there is a similar observation
for the use of photographs.
Thus, organizations carefully choose the images they intend to
use in their reports. In annual reports, images are associated with
technical efﬁciency and management competency, while they are
considered as pleasant in environmental reports (Crowther et al.,
2006). However, the signiﬁcant use of the same images in SER is
observed to appeal to memorisation and feeling (Pesci et al., 2015).
Analysing the disclosures of the 50 largest companies of the
United States and Japan who included the triple bottom line, Ho
and Taylor (2007) noted that the extension of reports is signiﬁ-
cantly higher, particularly of non-ﬁnancial information, for com-
panies with a greater dimension, less proﬁtability, less liquidity,
and those in industrial sectors. The reports are more in Japanese
companies as the main facilitator is environmental dissemination,
which can be explained by the cultural differences (Ho and Taylor,
2007), ratiﬁcation of the Kyoto Protocol, and the deﬁnition of limits
for the emission of gases with greenhouse effects (Freedman and
Jaggi, 2011). However in Nigeria's case, the Kyoto Protocol partici-
pation is not enough to result in net decreases in carbon dioxide
emissions (Hassan and Kouhy, 2013).
Vinnari and Laine (2013) concluded that the reduction of the
extension of SER appears to have occurred as a result of economic
pressures and the inefﬁcient interpretation of SER in relieving the
political pressures or in producing beneﬁts. The inefﬁciency resul-
ted owing to internal factors, such as organizational change, loss of
internal leaders, lack of connection of the management controlsystems to obtain the intended measures, and lack of external
pressures. Bouten and Everaert (2015) and Lodhia and Jacobs (2013)
also observed that SER is a result of organizational practices and
internal staff.
As a result, the voluntary disclosure of the environmental report
maybe a result of three factors (Bebbington et al., 2009), the
corporative characteristics (such as the dimension, industrial sector
and country of origin), and internal and external contextual factors.
When analysing the mandatory environmental report through
the International Accounting Standards/International Financial
Reporting Standards (IAS/IFRS), Barbu et al. (2014a) concluded that
companies residing in countries with regulations on environmental
dissemination (France and the United Kingdom) report more on
environmental information in comparison to domiciled companies
in countries with reduced regulations on environmental thematic
(Germany). These results suggest that the IAS/IFRS are not applied
in a consistent manner between companies and countries due to
‘traditions’ and discrepancies of the legal requirements of each
country. However, the study only analysed the year 2007 (Wilkins,
2014). In this regard and in the future, they intend to analyse a
longitudinal period between 2002 and 2012, thus allowing a period
of voluntary and mandatory application of the IAS/IFRS as well as
the cultural factors (Barbu et al., 2014b).
Encompassed in their own legal environment context, managers
must decide on the appropriate reporting practices to obtain
maximum beneﬁts from their decisions. So the legal system is one
of the most important institutional factors (Aceituno et al., 2013).
Gray (2006), in his analysis on accountability and SER, argued
that the accountability of a company can assure the survival of its
shareholders. However, Contrafatto (2014) considered that the
institutionalisation of the concept of social and environmental re-
sponsibility and the creation of a formal structure allows increasing
and consolidating the practices of accounting and SER, making
them a part of the operational process.
An important factor for the credibility of the environmental
report is its certiﬁcation. Moroney et al. (2012) concluded that the
quality of voluntary environmental dissemination is superior for
companies with certiﬁed reports and that the experience improves
the quality of environmental disseminations. Rankin et al. (2011)
concluded that the credibility and extension of dissemination is
related to the existence of the system of certiﬁed environmental
management and the use of the GRI. However, Michelon et al.
(2015) did not ﬁnd a relationship between the certiﬁcation and
quality of dissemination, which can be interpreted as a symbolic
practice that companies use to inﬂuence the perception of stake-
holders over the corporative compromise.
Darnall et al. (2009) noted that internal regulations and supply
chain stakeholders inﬂuence the decisions of managers to purchase
environmental assurance. Thus, the report of environmental cer-
tiﬁcation offers double beneﬁts as it adds value to the management
and stakeholders (Edgley et al., 2010), given that the certiﬁcation is
positively related to the evaluation that stakeholders undertake on
the value of SER (Wong and Millington, 2014).
It is determined that a few companies disclose information on
biodiversity (Rimmel and Jon€all, 2013). However, Siddiqui (2013)
considered that accountability of biodiversity may be useful for
governments during negotiations with powerful stakeholders on
issues such as the ﬁnancial assistance after natural disasters.4.4. Relationship between the environmental report and
organizational performance
In this category, we include the studies intended to analyse the
relationship between the environmental report and the
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Murray et al. (2006) aimed to explore the relationships between
the environmental report and performance of the ﬁnancial market
of 100 listed ﬁrms in the United Kingdom. The authors conclude
that there is no signiﬁcant association between the proﬁtability of
shares and SER in the short term, but in a 9 year period, the highest
levels of dissemination appear to be correlated with the evaluation
of the market. However, when analysing the impact of extreme
events on the risk of volatility and proﬁtability of the top ﬁrms,
Smolarski and Vega (2013) noted that if dissemination is consid-
ered as negative, then the volatility of ﬁrms increases; and if it is
considered as positive, then the return volatility of ﬁrms stabilises.
If an extreme event occurs, the result of dissemination is a signif-
icant impact on the proﬁtability of the company. Grifﬁn and Sun
(2013), show a positive association between corporate political
contributions and excess share returns.
Therefore environmental information disclosure inﬂuences in-
vestment allocation decisions (Holm and Rikhardsson, 2008).
Herbohn et al. (2014) identiﬁed a positive association between
the sustainability report and sustainability performance of com-
panies. The result is consistent with the study of Clarkson et al.
(2008). However, Cho and Patten (2007) and Aerts and Cormier
(2009), Cho et al. (2012a) identiﬁed a negative relationship be-
tween the environmental report and environmental performance
of companies.
To encourage companies to become more accountable in envi-
ronmental performance it's necessary to complement voluntary
corporate environmental reporting with mandatory requirements
(Braam et al., 2016).
Cho et al. (2012a) analysed the measures that reﬂect the envi-
ronmental performance in the perception of environmental repu-
tation of the company and if the environmental report is sufﬁcient
to mediate the negative aspects of a weak environmental perfor-
mance. The authors concluded that environmental performance is
negatively related to the index of reputation, being amember of the
Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI), and the level of environ-
mental dissemination. It was also noted that there is a signiﬁcant
positive relationship between dissemination, the index of reputa-
tion, and being a member of the DJSI. In other words, integrating
the DJSI positively inﬂuences the perception of the reputation. As
such, environmental dissemination is presented as a risk manage-
ment tool of reputation. The results are in consonancewith Cho and
Patten (2007) and Cowan and Deegan (2011).
As a suggestion for future research, could be analysed if the
integration within Dow Jones Sustainability index inﬂuence the
ﬁnancial performance of the organizations.
According to Schneider (2011), the environmental performance
of a company is reﬂected in the value of the shares, considering that
in case there is a weak environmental performance, there is a sig-
niﬁcant risk of a decrease in the value of shares due to the costs of
cleanliness and conformity. In addition, managers and investors are
signiﬁcantly concerned about the effect of the environmental per-
formance on the value of the company. Bozzolan et al. (2015) noted
that a good performance in terms of corporative social re-
sponsibility can reduce the cost of capital of a company and in-
crease its value. The authors also concluded that adopting social
responsibility practices have different impacts on the capital cost in
comparison to the legal regimes of countries. However, Cho et al.
(2015a, b) concluded that the disclosure of corporate social re-
sponsibility is not positively associated to the differences in the
value of the company.
Considering this, we share Hopwood (2009) opinion that
accountability can play an important role in relation to the envi-
ronment and sustainability, observing that environmental ques-
tions should be included in accountants' activities, taking intoconsideration that environmental risk is a risk component of
bankruptcy (Schneider, 2011). However, ‘ﬁnancial accounting per se
has no obvious interest in environmental matters’ (Gray, 2013:460).
Ball (2007) considered that SEA is used by employees in order to
provide an organizational answer to the environmental issues.
Burnett and Hansen (2008) examined the relationship between
the environmental performance and environmental productivity of
the electrical industry sector of the United States. The results
indicate that a proactive environmental management allows a
reduction of environmental costs and can contribute to an adoption
of a management system that considers environmental costs.
An organization with an environmental management system
will inﬂuence the environmental performance and reporting
because the managers and others stakeholders are involved in
these matters.
Henri and Journeault (2010) attempted to understand if a
ﬁnancial control method is strategic for environmental manage-
ment to inﬂuence the economic and environmental performance.
The authors concluded that there is no direct resource effect to a
ﬁnancial control method by an economic performance. However,
there is an indirect relationship between environmental and eco-
nomic performances in speciﬁc contexts, such as companies that
have high environmental exposure, high public visibility, high
environmental concern, and great dimension.
Magness (2006), subsequent to an environmental accident,
attempted to understand if ﬁnancial performance that is based on
the power of the stakeholders, inﬂuences the practices of the
report. The author concluded that companies pressured by the
regulations and that obtained external ﬁnancing one year after the
accident reveal more environmental information. She further
highlighted that companies use non-ﬁnancial information for the
management of stakeholders’ perceptions. However, there is no
evidence that the content of the report is inﬂuenced by the ﬁnancial
performance.
Cho et al. (2010), when analysing the language in the practices of
environmental reporting and environmental performance, noted
that companies change their discourse according to the environ-
mental performance of the company. As such, companies with poor
environmental performance use optimist language in their envi-
ronmental dissemination. However, Cowan and Deegan (2011)
noted that companies with negative perception of poor environ-
mental performance have a propensity for greater dissemination of
information on carbon emissions. In addition Hassan and Kouthy
(2013) noted that the changes in emission levels also affects
amount of disclosure.
Concerning carbon emissions, Matsumara et al. (2014)
concluded that the market penalised companies for their carbon
emissions and for their non-dissemination of its emissions. Thus,
dissemination as well as their own carbon emissions affects the
value of the company.
Although the existence of a positive association between envi-
ronmental performance and economic performance is generally
accepted in the literature, the results analysed are not conclusive.
4.5. Theoretical frameworks
Some studies adopted one or multiple theories as an explana-
tory theory of SER and the behaviour of organizations in view of the
environment. Different authors highlight legitimacy theory,
stakeholders theory, institutional theory, voluntary disclosure
theory, and signalling theory. These different theoretical perspec-
tives provide different information, which are at times comple-
mentary to the understanding of the corporative practices.
The theoretical frameworks applied by the reviewed papers are
depicted in Fig. 4. The legitimacy theory was the most applied
Fig. 4. Theoretical frameworks applied.
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(12), voluntary disclosure theory (7), signalling theory (3) and
others theories (10). The others theories includes, for example, the
contingency theory, media agenda setting theory, media richness
theory, amongst others.4.5.1. Legitimacy and stakeholders theories
Several researchers have applied the legitimacy theory to
explain the practices of SER. According to Cho and Patten (2007),
the legitimacy theory suggests that SER is the answer of companies
to the political and social pressures searching to legitimise its ac-
tivity in the long term, stabilising a voluntary ‘social contract’.
Thereby, De Villiers and Staden (2006) concluded that in
response to those pressures, companies change the type (speciﬁc/
general) and extension (increase/decrease) of the environmental
information provided, in order to preserve their image and legiti-
macy. This is also Hopwood (2009) concern that environmental
disclosure may be used to construct a different image of the orga-
nization so as to protect it from external pressures.
Cho et al. (2008) concluded that a sample of chemical and oil
companies make political donations to inﬂuence the legislators
with the aim to reduce or mitigate the weight of environmental
regulations and consequently reduce the political pressure and its
public exposure. The authors concluded that companies attempt to
avoid sanctions derived from the non-conformity of existing leg-
islations in the institutional environment, such that its image may
not be affected. Furthermore, Tregidga et al. (2014) noted that or-
ganizations managed to oppose themselves to the material change
through an apparent process of identity transformation in order to
avoid a more demanding regulation. However, Rodrigue (2014)
noted that the dissemination dynamic on environmental issues
comprises of multiple patterns (conﬁrmation, complementary,
opposition, and combined). These patterns are related to different
interactions with the stakeholders.
According to Hassan and Kouthy (2013), SER undertaken by oil
companies, do not reﬂect the social and environmental local im-
pacts at times, except when they are exposed. The conclusion
shared by Buccina et al. (2013) when analysing the dissemination
strategies as a result of the oil drilling in Equator, noted that the
company only disclosed these passives subsequent to negative
‘advertising’ on the case, having focused its speech on the share-
holders in order to maintain legitimacy in the United States.
While analysing the notes of the Greenpeace press and six
athletic clothes brands, Brennan and Merkl-Davies (2014) consid-
ered the use of certain chemicals in their productive processes andconcluded that the language used performed an important role in
the settlement of disputes, while the power of negative ‘adver-
tising’ contributed in compromising the elimination of the use of
chemical products.
Thus, the standards of SER correspond to the risk management
of reputation and to the answer of community pressures or insti-
tutional interests (Parker, 2011; Loh et al., 2015). Considering this,
corporative communication practices consist of a strategy to
legitimise an image of environmental responsibility. The dissemi-
nation may be interpreted as a management of the pressures of the
stakeholders and the exhibition of the organizations (Campbell
et al., 2006). Moreover, for any legitimising strategy to be effec-
tive, communication between organizations and society is essential
(De Villiers and Staden, 2006).
Archel et al. (2009) appealed to the theory of legitimacy to
conclude that companies legitimise a new process of production
through the ‘manipulation’ of the social perceptions and the ideo-
logical alignment with the State. However, Lanis and Richardson
(2013) established a statistically signiﬁcant association between
the tax aggressiveness of companies and the dissemination of
corporate social responsibility, which was consistent with the
legitimacy theory due to the higher public awareness of taxes and
being part of corporate social responsibility.
The stakeholders theory considers the interaction and
communication between the organization and stakeholders.
Herbohn et al. (2014) identiﬁed a positive relationship between
the sustainability report and sustainable performance of com-
panies. This result is consistent with the stakeholders theory where
the companies with the best performances, on an average, disclo-
sure more on its sustainability performance.
Mahadeo et al. (2011), resorting to the legitimacy and stake-
holders theories, analysed rated Mauritian companies. They
concluded that there was a signiﬁcant but selective growth of the
quantity and quality of SER, which is related to the needs of com-
panies demonstrating their commitment to social objectives (moral
legitimacy) and to the need tomanage their relationship with some
speciﬁc stakeholders (pragmatic legitimacy). However, an answer
to the reviews on corruption and business practices are rather
unethical.
In consonance with previous studies, we determined that SER is
a manager's tool to communicate to the society that the organiza-
tion is behaving according to its standards and values. As such, the
motivation for the provision of autonomous corporative social re-
sponsibility reports is supported by the legitimacy theory (Thorne
et al., 2014; Beddington et al., 2008; Bebbington et al., 2009) and
in the relationship of perceptions of stakeholders (Thorne et al.,
2014).
Coetzee and Staden (2011) showed that companies react to the
threats of loss of legitimacy through the increase of environmental
information disclosure and in particular, about environmental
safety after accidents. Cho (2009) achieved the same results.
Harsky (2012b) evaluated if companies adjusted their dissemi-
nations related to the carbon footprint in the perspective of legit-
imacy, concluding that the level of disclosure has grown and the
intensive sectors in carbon are changing its disclosure to a strategy
of moral legitimacy, while reﬂecting the actions in the reports they
develop to reduce the carbon footprint.
Liesen et al. (2015) analysed the pressures of stakeholders that
inﬂuence the corporate report of greenhouse gas emissions be-
tween 2005 and 2009 in 431 European listed companies. They
concluded that companies answered the external pressures of
stakeholders, thus being consistent with the stakeholders theory,
as well as that the companies answer through incomplete
dissemination, possibly in order to be voluntary, allowing it to have
a symbolic function of legitimisation. Cho et al. (2010) also
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apparent attempt to increase corporative legitimacy.
When analysing the reaction of 24 French listed companies,
Chelli et al. (2014), after the introduction of the ‘New Economic
Regulations’ French law, which requires the disclosure of environ-
mental information by listed companies, concluded that the law
changed the level of disclosure of environmental information more
positively. The results are consistent with the institutional vision of
the legitimacy theory as companies have started complying with
the law so as to guarantee organizational legitimacy. This result is
reinforced due to the fact that companies have started complying
with the law so as to guarantee organizational legitimacy and also
by the fact that the law does not include penalties for its non-
compliance.
4.5.2. Institutional theory
The concept of legitimacy and the search for legitimacy are the
focus of institutional theory. This theory seeks to identify and
analyse the institutional pressures that could explain the behav-
iours and practices of organizations. DiMaggio and Powell (1983)
considered that organizations can only survive through an
isomorphic change, which occurs through three mechanisms: co-
ercive isomorphism, normative isomorphism, and mimetic
isomorphism.
Laine (2009) expected to understand how the environmental
report is used as an answer to the institutional pressures resulting
from the social context. Considering this effect, he analysed the
environmental disclosures of a Finnish chemical company from
1972 to 2005, and concluded that the report standards have altered
due to changes in the social and institutional context as an answer
to institutional pressures in order to maintain its legitimacy in the
society.
In response to such institutional pressures, organizations are
increasingly adopting voluntary environmental strategy in order to
effectively manage the environmental impacts on their processes,
products or services (Adams and Larrinaga, 2007).
Cowan and Deegan (2011) stated that an environmental regu-
lation can act as a boost for the changes in practices of environ-
mental reporting (coercive isomorphism), with a signiﬁcant
increase in disseminations of emissions in reports and accounts,
despite the quality of the dissemination being questionable.
Comyns and Figge (2015) also determined that legitimacy may be
attained despite lower quality sustainable reports. In this sense,
they considered that the introduction of regulation can improve
reports.
Analysing the situation before and after the introduction of the
speciﬁc legislation, Frost (2007) concluded that institutional pres-
sure and the new legislation (coercive isomorphism) resulted in a
signiﬁcant increase in the level of environmental reporting, which
induced an increase of dissemination of a mandatory character,
which is a detriment to voluntary dissemination.
It should be noted that the process of drafting the standard has
an impact on its application, as Bebbington et al. (2012) foundwhen
comparing the reporting regime between Spain and UK. Thus,
future investigations should examine whether the process of
elaborating ﬁnancial and non-ﬁnancial standards and laws in-
ﬂuences reporting practices.
Lynch (2010) noted that some Australian governmental de-
partments decreased the level of reporting due to lack of external
pressure. Deegan and Blomquist (2006) concluded that the groups
interested inﬂuence the practices of reporting, generating a posi-
tive phenomenon of mimicry or mimetic isomorphism. Contrafatto
(2014) noted that the ﬁrst environmental report of a companywas a
result of the internal organizational dynamics due to the inﬂuences
(normative and mimetics) of institutional factors.4.5.3. Voluntary disclosure and signalling theories
The voluntary disclosure and signalling theories suggest that
companies use information to signal their values to address social
and environmental issues, while ensuring that the stakeholders are
aware that the issues are being handled by the companies (Clarkson
et al., 2011, 2008).
In this perspective, Mahoney et al. (2013) considered that there
are two guidelines, signalling or ‘ecologic washing’ for the disclo-
sure of autonomous reports of social responsibility. Concerning
signalling, companies disseminate the report as a sign of its high
commitment. However, in relation to ‘ecologic washing’, companies
use reports to introduce themselves as ‘good’ corporative citizens.
Thus, the theory of signalling may explain the motivation for the
provision of autonomous reports after negative experiences with
the media (Thorne et al., 2014; Bebbington et al., 2008).
Clarkson et al. (2008) evaluated the voluntary level of envi-
ronmental disclosure in environmental reports and websites of 191
companies in the United States. The authors concluded that there is
a positive association between the environmental performance and
level of voluntary environmental disclosure, which was consistent
with the voluntary disclosure theory. It should further be noted that
the dimension of a company, its ﬁnancing needs, debt, and recent
acquisition of assets are signiﬁcantly related to the level of envi-
ronmental reporting.
Clarkson et al. (2011) concluded that companies with a higher
pollution index disclose more information on the environment,
being consistent with the stakeholders and legitimacy theories, but
contradicting the voluntary disclosure theory. This study completes
Frost (2007) who approached the mandatory report.
Cho et al. (2012b) expected to understand why companies
disseminate environmental expenses, through the analysis of the
environmental report 10-K between 1996 and 2005 of 119 listed
companies. They concluded that both the companies that disclose
as well as the ones that do not disclose are improving their envi-
ronmental performance. They further determined that dissemina-
tion is not conducted to signal a worse environmental performance
in the future as the voluntary disclosure theory suggests. However,
it is important to consider the corporative motivations.
5. Conclusions
The research on environmental report is mainly centred on
environmental information voluntarily disclosed through corpo-
rative reports and other means of communication used by orga-
nizations, attempting to test theories that explain the factors that
inﬂuence the practices of environmental reporting. The legitimacy
and stakeholders theories are the predominant perspectives in the
studies that explain the practices of SER.
Concerning the research methodology, the analyses of reports
and accounting and/or environmental reports, sustainability re-
ports, websites, press releases, and declarations of the CEO prevail,
having an application scope a sample of companies of one or more
companies of great dimension, listed in stock exchanges, pertaining
to industrial sectors sensitive to the environment (extraction of
mineral, chemical industry, oil, cellulose or paper pulp, and elec-
tricity). The content analysis is the most widely used method but it
would be pertinent to combine it with other methodological ap-
proaches like interviews.
In synthesis, several aspects inﬂuence the performance and
environmental reporting practices of organizations (see Fig. 5),
such as the level of implementation of the environmental man-
agement system, the determinants that may result from organi-
zational factors, external factors and stakeholders pressure.
For external stakeholders, the reporting of environmental in-
formation can arise from different means and with different quality
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reputation of the organizations themselves and on stakeholders’
satisfaction (customers, shareholders, lenders and others credi-
tors), eventually having a direct effect, for example in the capital
and/or, environmental costs or even in the share value, conse-
quently improving business ﬁnancial performance.
Most of the studies analyse companies in sensitive environ-
mental industrial sectors. Thus, at all times, the results have an
impact (negative) on the society. However, will the other sectors
also not have impacts (negative) on the environment is a question
that is yet to be answered.
Although the studies apply to several geographical areas, they
tend to privilege Anglo-Saxon countries, such as the United States,
the United Kingdom and Australia. Highlighting the studies on
developing countries, such as the Equator, Nigeria, Sri Lanka, and
Bangladesh that evidence the vulnerability and exploitation of the
local communities, there is a need for more studies that expose
these situations which allow an improvement of SER.
The studies are predominantly about one speciﬁc country. Thus,
international comparative studies and analyses through reporting
are important to understand the environmental reporting strate-
gies and the determinant factors that might inﬂuence positive or
negatively these relationships, i.e., further research on the inﬂu-
ence of country-of-origin and of a different regulatory regimes
(mandatory ﬁnancial reporting system) or culture is needed.
It's relevant to analyse the role of environmental accounting as
part of the environmental reporting within organizations; what's
the impact that voluntary guidelines and mandatory standards
have in the organizations environmental accountability practices.
Research about the impact of environmental reporting on
ﬁnancial performance tends to result in inconsistent ﬁndings, as
well as concepts such as: managerial attitudes, regulation and
governance, reporting quality and stakeholder perception, audit
activities and governmental policies are ﬁelds where it's important
to explore more in the future.
If the research about voluntary reporting is extensive, the
mandatory reporting, particularly according to IAS/IFRS is limitedso there are opportunities for further investigation.
There are some research opportunities in integrated reporting,
for example, what information do the stakeholders consider rele-
vant and if that could affect their decisions, as well as the impact on
the capital costs and on assurance judgments.
Our study provides an assessment of the state of art for under-
stand the issue under investigation at certain levels based on the
methodologies used in the researches published from 2006 to 2015
in the set of journals selected for analyses.
Although the results are congruent with similar studies, they
present certain limitations. In the list of journals, speciﬁc reviews
on SEAwere not considered, such as those in the Journal of the Asia
Paciﬁc Centre for Environmental Accountability, the Social and
Environmental Accountability Journal, and Advances in Environ-
mental Management and Accounting. Furthermore, in the articles
selection, only two keywords were used: “Environmental Report-
ing” and “Environmental Disclosure” with an inherent subjectivity
in the researchers’ decision. In future researches, we consider
relevant to select more keywords (e.g. sustainability reporting;
integrated report; Global Reporting Initiative, and others) and a
broader scope of journals, namely including non-Anglo-Saxon
publications.
We share the Deegan (2017) perspective that we should have a
commitment to the society and environment, thus positively
contributing for a better report of accountability and the state of the
environment.
References
Aceituno, J., Ariza, L., Sanchez, I., 2013. Is integrated reporting determined by a
country's legal system? An exploratory study. J. Clean. Prod. 44, 45e55.
Adams, C., Larrinaga, C., 2007. Engaging with organisations in pursuit of improved
sustainability accounting and performance. Account Audit. Account. J. 20,
333e355.
Aerts, W., Cornier, D., 2009. Media legitimacy and corporate environmental
communication. Account. Org. Soc. 34, 1e27.
Aguiar, T., Bebbington, J., 2014. Disclosure on climate change: analysing the UK ETS
effects. Account. Forum 38, 227e240.
Alrazi, B., Villiers, C., Staden, C., 2015. A comprehensive literature review on, and the
construction of a framework for, environmental legitimacy, accountability and
C. Mata et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 198 (2018) 1198e12091208proactivity. J. Clean. Prod. 102, 44e57.
Archel, P., Husilhos, J., Larrinaga, C., Spence, C., 2009. Social disclosure, legitimacy
theory and the role of the state. Account Audit. Account. J. 22, 1284e1307.
Arora, M., Lodhia, S., 2017. The BP Gulf of Mexico oil spill: exploring the link be-
tween social and environmental disclosures and reputation risk management.
J. Clean. Prod. 140, 1287e1297.
Ball, A., 2007. Environmental accounting as workplace activism. Crit. Perspect. Ac-
count. 18, 759e778.
Barbu, E., Dumontier, P., Feleaga, N., Feleaga, L., 2014a. Mandatory environmental
disclosures by companies complying with IASs/IFRSs: the cases of France,
Germany and the UK. Int. J. Account. 49, 231e247.
Barbu, E., Dumontier, P., Feleaga, N., Feleaga, L., 2014b. A proposal of an interna-
tional environmental reporting grid: what interest for policymakers, regulatory
bodies, companies, and researchers? Reply to discussion of “Mandatory envi-
ronmental disclosures by companies complying with IASs/IFRSs: the cases of
France, Germany and the UK”. Int. J. Account. 49, 253e262.
Barkemeyer, R., Comyns, B., Figge, F., Napolitano, G., 2014. CEO statements in sus-
tainability reports: substantive information or background noise? Account.
Forum 38, 241e257.
Bebbington, J., Larrinaga, C., Moneva, J., 2008. Corporate social reporting and
reputation risk management. Account Audit. Account. J. 21, 337e361.
Bebbington, J., Higgins, C., Frame, B., 2009. Initiating sustainable development
reporting: evidence from New Zealand. Account Audit. Account. J. 4, 588e625.
Bebbington, J., Kirk, E., Larrinaga, C., 2012. The production of normativity: a com-
parison of reporting regimes in Spain and the UK. Account. Org. Soc. 37, 78e94.
Beddewela, E., Herzig, C., 2013. Corporate social reporting by MNCs' subsidiaries in
Sri Lanka. Account. Forum 37, 135e149.
Belal, A., Cooper, S., 2011. The absence of corporate social responsibility reporting in
Bangladesh. Crit. Perspect. Account. 22, 654e667.
Belal, A., Owen, D., 2007. The views of corporate managers on the current state of,
and future prospects for, social reporting in Bangladesh. An engagement-based
study. Account Audit. Account. J. 20, 472e494.
Belal, A., Owen, D., 2015. The rise and fall of stand-alone social reporting in
multinational subsidiary in Bangladesh. A case study. Account Audit. Account. J.
28, 1160e1192.
Belal, A., Cooper, S., Khan, N., 2015. Corporate environmental responsibility and
accountability: what chance in vulnerable Banglasdesh? Crit. Perspect. Account.
33, 44e58.
Bouten, L., Everaert, P., 2015. Social and environmental reporting in Belgium: ’Pour
vivre heurex, vivons caches'. Crit. Perspect. Account. 33, 24e43.
Bouten, L., Everaert, P., Liedekerke, L., Moor, L., Christiaens, J., 2011. Corporate social
responsibility reporting: a comprehensive picture? Account. Forum 35,
187e204.
Bozzolan, S., Frabrizi, M., Mallin, C., Michelon, G., 2015. Corporate social re-
sponsibility and earnings quality: international evidence. Int. J. Account. 50,
361e396.
Braam, G., Weerd, L., Hauck, M., Huijbregts, M., 2016. Determinants of corporate
environmental reporting: the importance of environmental performance and
assurance. J. Clean. Prod. 129, 724e734.
Branco, M., Rodrigues, L., 2008. Factors inﬂuencing social responsibility disclosure
by Portuguese companies. J. Bus. Ethics 83, 685e701.
Brennan, N., Merkl-Davies, D., 2014. Rhetoric and argument in social and envi-
ronmental reporting: the Dirty Laundry case. Account Audit. Account. J. 27,
602e633.
Buccina, S., Chene, D., Gramlich, J., 2013. Accounting for environmental impacts of
Texaco's operations in Ecuador: chevron's contingen environmental liability
disclosures. Account. Forum 37, 110e123.
Burnett, R., Hansen, D., 2008. Ecoefﬁciency: deﬁning a role for environmental cost
management. Account. Org. Soc. 33, 551e581.
Camara, M., Chamorro, E., Moreno, A., 2009. Stakeholder reporting: the Spanish
tobacco monopoly (1887-1986). Eur. Account. Rev. 18, 697e717.
Campbell, D., Moore, G., Shrives, P., 2006. Cross-sectional effects in community
disclosure. Account Audit. Account. J. 19, 96e114.
Chelli, M., Durocher, S., Richard, J., 2014. France's new economic regulations: in-
sights from institutional legitimacy theory. Account Audit. Account. J. 27,
283e316.
Cho, C., 2009. Legitimation strategies used in response to environmental disaster: a
French case study of Total SA's Erika and AZF incidents. Eur. Account. Rev. 18,
33e62.
Cho, C., Patten, D., 2007. The role of environmental disclosures as tools of legiti-
macy: a research note. Account. Org. Soc. 32, 639e647.
Cho, C., Chen, J., Roberts, R., 2008. The politics of environmental disclosure regu-
lation in the chemical and petroleum industries: evidence from the Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act of 1986. Crit. Perspect. Account.
19, 450e465.
Cho, C., Roberts, R., Patten, D., 2010. The language of US corporate environmental
disclosure. Account. Org. Soc. 35, 431e443.
Cho, C., Guidry, R., Hageman, A., Patten, D., 2012a. Do actions speak louder than
words? An empirical investigation of corporate environmental reputation. Ac-
count. Org. Soc. 37, 14e25.
Cho, C., Freedman, M., Patten, D., 2012b. Corporate disclosure of environmental
capital expenditures. A test of alternative theories. Account Audit. Account. J.
25, 486e507.
Cho, C., Laine, M., Roberts, R., Rodrigue, M., 2015a. Organized hypocrisy, organiza-
tional façades, and sustainability reporting. Account. Org. Soc. 40, 78e94.Cho, C., Michelon, G., Patten, D., Roberts, R., 2015b. CSR disclosure: the more things
change…? Account Audit. Account. J. 28, 14e35.
Clarkson, P., Li, Y., Richardson, G., Vasvari, F., 2008. Revisiting the relation between
environmental performance and environmental disclosure: an empirical anal-
ysis. Account. Org. Soc. 33, 303e327.
Clarkson, P., Overell, M., Chapple, L., 2011. Environmental reporting and its relation
to corporate environmental performance. Abacus 47, 27e60.
Clatworthy, M., Jones, M., 2006. Differential patterns of textual characteristics and
company performance in the chairman's statement. Account Audit. Account. J.
19, 493e511.
Coetzee, C., Staden, C., 2011. Disclosure responses to mining accidents: South Af-
rican evidence. Account. Forum 35, 232e246.
Comyns, B., Figge, F., 2015. Greenhouse gas reporting quality in the oil and gas
industry. A longitudinal study using the typology of “search”, “experience” and
“credence” information. Account Audit. Account. J. 28, 403e433.
Contrafatto, M., 2014. The institutionalization of social and environmental report-
ing: an Italian narrative. Account. Org. Soc. 39, 414e432.
Cowan, S., Deegan, C., 2011. Corporate disclosure reactions to Australia's ﬁrst na-
tional emission reporting scheme. Account. Finance 51, 409e436.
Craig, R., Brennan, N., 2012. An exploration of the relationship between language
choice in CEO letters to shareholders and corporate reputation. Account. Forum
36, 166e177.
Crowther, D., Carter, C., Cooper, S., 2006. The poetics of corporate reporting: evi-
dence from the UK water industry. Crit. Perspect. Account. 17, 175e201.
Cuganesan, S., Guthrie, J., Ward, L., 2010. Examining CSR disclosure strategies within
the Australian food and beverage industry. Account. Forum 34, 169e183.
Darnall, N., Seol, I., Sarkis, J., 2009. Perceived stakeholder influences and organi-
zations' use of environmental audits. Account. Org. Soc. 34, 170e187.
De Villiers, C., Staden, C., 2006. Can less environmental disclosure have a legiti-
mizing effect? Evidence from Africa. Account. Org. Soc. 31, 763e781.
Deegan, C., 2017. Twenty ﬁve years of social and environmental accounting research
within Critical Perspectives of Accounting: hits, misses and ways forward. Crit.
Perspect. Account. 43, 65e87.
Deegan, C., Blomquist, C., 2006. Stakeholder inﬂuence on corporate reporting: an
exploration of the interaction between WWF-Australia and the Australian
minerals industry. Account. Org. Soc. 31, 343e372.
DiMaggio, P., Powell, W., 1983. The iron cage revisited: institutional isomorphism
and collective rationality in organizational ﬁelds. Am. Socio. Rev. 48, 147e160.
Edgley, C., Jones, M., Solomon, J., 2010. Stakeholder inclusivity in social and envi-
ronmental report assurance. Account Audit. Account. J. 23, 532e557.
Eugenio, T., Morais, A., Lourenço, I., 2010. Recent developments in social and
environmental accounting research. Soc. Responsib. J. 6, 286e305.
Farneti, F., Guthrie, J., 2009. Sustainability reporting by Australian public sector
organizations: why they report. Account. Forum 33, 89e98.
Freedman, M., Jaggi, B., 2011. Global warming disclosures: impact of Kyoto Protocol
across countries. J. Int. Financ. Manag. Account. 22, 46e90.
Freedman, M., Stagliano, A.J., 2008. Environmental disclosures: electric utilities and
phase 2 of the clean air act. Crit. Perspect. Account. 19, 466e486.
Frost, G., 2007. The introduction of mandatory environmental reporting guidelines:
Australian evidence. Abacus 43, 190e216.
Gray, R., 2002. The social accounting project and accounting organizations and
society. Privileging engagement, imaginings, new accountings and pragmatism
over critique? Account. Org. Soc. 27, 687e708.
Gray, R., 2006. Does sustainability reporting improve corporate behavior?: Wrong
question? Right time? Account. Bus. Res. 36, 65e88.
Gray, R., 2013. Back to basis: what do we mean by environmental (and social) ac-
counting and what is it for? A reaction to Thornton. Crit. Perspect. Account. 24,
459e468.
Grifﬁn, P., Sun, Y., 2013. Strange bedfellows? Voluntary corporate social re-
sponsibility disclosure and politics. Account. Finance 53, 867e903.
Grosser, K., Moon, J., 2008. Developments in company reporting on workplace
gender equality? A corporate social responsibility perspective. Account. Forum
32, 179e198.
Guthrie, J., Cuganesan, S., Ward, L., 2008. Industry speciﬁc social and environmental
reporting: the Australian food and beverage industry. Account. Forum 32, 1e15.
Hahn, R., Kühnen, M., 2013. Determinants of sustainability reporting: a review of
results, trends, and opportunities in an expanding ﬁeld of research. J. Clean.
Prod. 59, 5e21.
Hassan, A., Kouthy, R., 2013. Gas ﬂaring in Nigeria: analysis of changes in its
consequent carbon emission and reporting. Account. Forum 37, 124e134.
Henri, J.-F., Journeault, M., 2010. Eco-control: the inﬂuence of management control
systems on environmental and economic performance. Account. Org. Soc. 35,
63e80.
Herbohn, K., Walker, J., Yien, H., Loo, M., 2014. Corporate social responsibility: the
link between sustainability disclosure and sustainability performance. Abacus
50, 422e459.
Higgins, C., Walker, R., 2012. Ethos, logos, pathos: strategies of persuasion in social/
environmental reports. Account. Forum 36, 194e208.
Ho, L.-C., Taylor, M., 2007. An empirical analysis of Triple Bottom Line reporting and
its determinants: evidence from the United States and Japan. J. Int. Financ.
Manag. Account. 18, 123e148.
Holm, C., Rikhardsson, P., 2008. Experienced and novice investors: does environ-
mental information inﬂuence investment allocation decisions? Eur. Account.
Rev. 17, 537e557.
Hopwood, A., 2009. Accounting and the environment. Account. Org. Soc. 34,
C. Mata et al. / Journal of Cleaner Production 198 (2018) 1198e1209 1209433e439.
Hrasky, S., 2012a. Visual disclosure strategies adopted by more and less
sustainability-driven companies. Account. Forum 36, 154e165.
Hrasky, S., 2012b. Carbon footprints and legitimation strategies: symbolism or ac-
tion? Account Audit. Account. J. 25, 174e198.
Islam, M., Deegan, C., 2008. Motivations for an organization within a developing
country to report social responsibility information. Evidence from Bangladesh.
Account Audit. Account. J. 21, 850e874.
Islam, M., Deegan, C., 2010. Media pressures and corporate disclosure of social re-
sponsibility performance information: a study of two global clothing and sports
retail companies. Account. Bus. Res. 40, 131e148.
Jones, M., 2011. The nature, use and impression management of graphs in social and
environmental accounting. Account. Forum 35, 75e89.
Jones, M., Solomon, J., 2010. Social and environmental report assurance: some
interview evidence. Account. Forum 34, 20e31.
Joseph, C., Taplin, R., 2011. The measurement of sustainability disclosure: abun-
dance versus occurrence. Account. Forum 35, 19e31.
Kolk, A., Levy, D., Pinkse, J., 2008. Corporate responses in an emerging climate
regime: The institutionalization and commensuration of carbon disclosure. Eur.
Account. Rev. 17, 719e745.
Kuruppu, S., Milne, M., 2010. Dolphin deaths, organizational legitimacy and po-
tential employees' reactions to assured environmental disclosures. Account.
Forum 34, 1e19.
Laine, M., 2009. Ensuring legitimacy through rhetorical changes? A longitudinal
interpretation of the environmental disclosures of a leading Finnish chemical
company. Account Audit. Account. J. 22, 1029e1054.
Laine, M., 2010. Towards Sustaining the status quo: business talk of sustainability in
Finnish corporate disclosures 1987-2005. Eur. Account. Rev. 19, 247e274.
Lanis, R., Richardson, G., 2013. Corporate social responsibility and tax aggressive-
ness: a test of legitimacy theory. Account Audit. Account. J. 26, 75e100.
Liesen, A., Hoepner, A., Patten, D., Figge, F., 2015. Does stakeholder pressure inﬂu-
ence corporate GHC emissions reporting? Empirical evidence from Europe.
Account Audit. Account. J. 28, 1047e1074.
Lodhia, S., Jacobs, K., 2013. The practice turn in environmental reporting. A study
into current practices in two Australian commonwealth departments. Account
Audit. Account. J. 26, 595e615.
Loftus, J., Purcell, J., 2008. Post-Asian ﬁnancial crisis reforms: an emerging new
embedded-relational governance model. Account. Bus. Financ. Hist. 18,
335e355.
Loh, C., Deegan, C., Inglis, R., 2015. The changing trends of corporate social and
environmental disclosure within the Australian gambling industry. Account.
Finance 55, 783e823.
Luo, L., Lan, Y.C., Tang, Q., 2012. Corporate incentives to disclose carbon information:
evidence from the CDP Global 500 Report. J. Int. Financ. Manag. Account. 23,
93e120.
Lynch, B., 2010. An examination of environmental reporting by Australian state
government departments. Account. Forum 34, 32e45.
Magness, V., 2006. Strategic posture, ﬁnancial performance and environmental
disclosure. An empirical test of legitimacy theory. Account Audit. Account. J. 19,
540e563.
Mahadeo, J., Oogarah-Hanuman, V., Soobarayen, T., 2011. Changes in social and
environmental reporting practices in emerging economy (2004-2007):
exploring the relevance of stakeholder and legitimacy theories. Account. Forum
35, 158e175.
Mahoney, L., Thorne, L., Cecil, L., LaGore, W., 2013. A research note on standalone
corporate responsibility reports: signaling or greenwashin? Crit. Perspect. Ac-
count. 24, 350e359.
M€akel€a, H., Laine, M., 2011. A CEO with many messages: comparing the ideological
representations provided by different corporate reports. Account. Forum 35,
217e231.
Mata, C., Fialho, A., Eugenio, T., 2015. Analise longitudinal da investigaç~ao em
contabilidade sobre relato ambiental. In: Santos, M.J., Seabra, F. (Eds.), Gest~ao
Socialmente Responsavel. Ediç~oes Silabo, Lisboa, pp. 111e134.
Mathews, M.R., 1997. Twenty ﬁve years of social and environmental accounting
research: is there a silver jubilee to celebrate? Account. Audit. Account. J. 10,
481e531.
Mathews, M.R., 2003. A brief description and preliminary analysis of recent social
and environmental accounting research literature. Indones. Manag. Account.
Res. 2, 197e264.
Mathews, M.R., 2004. Developing a matrix approach to categorise the social and
environmental accounting research literature. Qual. Res. Account. Manag. 1,
30e45.
Matsumura, E., Prakash, R., Vera-Mu~noz, S., 2014. Firm-Value effects of carbon
emissions and carbon disclosures. Account. Rev. 89, 695e724.
Michelon, G., Pilonato, S., Ricceri, F., 2015. CSR reporting practices and the quality of
disclosure: an empirical analysis. Crit. Perspect. Account. 33, 59e78.
Momin, M., 2013. Social and environmental NGO's perceptions of Corporate Social
Disclosures: the case of Bangladesh. Account. Forum 37, 150e161.
Moneva, J., Archel, P., Correa, C., 2006. GRI and the camouﬂaging of corporate
unsustainability. Account. Forum 30, 121e137.Monfardini, P., Barretta, A., Ruggiero, P., 2013. Seeking legitimacy: social reporting in
the healthcare sector. Account. Forum 37, 54e66.
Monteiro, S., Gúzman, B., 2010. Determinants of environmental disclosures in the
annual reports of large companies operating in Portugal. Corp. Soc. Responsib.
Environ. Manag. 17, 185e204.
Moroney, R., Windsor, C., Aw, Y., 2012. Evidence of assurance enhancing the quality
of voluntary environmental disclosures: an empirical analysis. Account. Finance
52, 903e939.
Murray, A., Sinclair, D., Power, D., Gray, R., 2006. Do ﬁnancial markets care about
social and environmental disclosure? Further evidence and exploration from
the UK. Account Audit. Account. J. 19, 228e255.
Owen, D., 2008. Chronicles of wasted time? A personal reﬂection on the current
state of, and future prospects for, social and environmental accounting research.
Account Audit. Account. J. 21, 240e267.
O'Dwyer, B., 2011. The case of sustainability assurance: constructing a new assur-
ance service. Contemp. Account. Res. 28, 1230e1266.
O'Sullivan, N., O'Dwyer, B., 2009. Stakeholder perspectives on a ﬁnancial sector
legitimation process. The case of NGOs and the Equator Principles. Account
Audit. Account. J. 22, 553e558.
Parker, L., 2005. Social and environmental accountability research: a view from the
commentary box. Account Audit. Account. J. 18, 842e860.
Parker, L., 2011. Twenty-one years of social and environmental accountability
research: a coming of age. Account. Forum 35, 1e10.
Patten, D., Zhao, N., 2014. Standalone CSR reporting by U.S. retail companies. Ac-
count. Forum 38, 132e144.
Pesci, C., Costa, E., Soobaroyen, T., 2015. The forms of repetition in social and
environmental reports: insights from Hume's notion of ‘impressions’. Account.
Bus. Res. 45, 765e800.
Qian, W., Burritt, R., Monroe, G., 2011. Environmental management accounting in
local government. A case of waste management. Account Audit. Account. J. 24,
93e128.
Rankin, M., Windsor, C., Wahyuni, D., 2011. An investigation of voluntary corporate
greenhouse gas emissions reporting in a market governance system. Australian
evidence. Account Audit. Account. J. 24, 1037e1070.
Rimmel, G., Jon€all, K., 2013. Biodiversity reporting in Sweden: corporate disclosure
and preparer's views. Account Audit. Account. J. 26, 746e778.
Rodrigue, M., 2014. Contrasting realities: corporate environmental disclosure and
stakeholder-released information. Account Audit. Account. J. 27, 119e149.
Samkin, G., Schneider, A., 2010. Accountability, narrative reporting and legitimation.
The case of a New Zealand public beneﬁt entity. Account Audit. Account. J. 23,
256e289.
Schneider, T., 2011. Is environmental performance a determinant of bond pricing?
Evidence from the U.S. Pulp and Paper and Chemical Industries. Contemp. Ac-
count. Res. 28, 1537e1561.
Siddiqui, J., 2013. Mainstreaming biodiversity accounting: potential implications for
a developing economy. Account Audit. Account. J. 26, 779e805.
Smolarski, J., Vega, J., 2013. Extreme events: a study of small oil and gas ﬁrms.
Account. Finance 53, 809e836.
Solomon, J., Solomon, A., 2006. Private social, ethical and environmental disclosure.
Account Audit. Account. J. 19, 564e591.
Spence, C., 2007. Social and environmental reporting and hegemonic discourse.
Account Audit. Account. J. 20, 855e882.
Ten-Elijido, E., Kloot, L., Clarkson, P., 2010. Extending the application of stakeholder
inﬂuence strategies to environmental disclosures. An exploratory study from a
developing country. Account Audit. Account. J. 23, 1032e1059.
Thomson, I., Grubnic, S., Georgakopoulos, G., 2014. Exploring accounting-
sustainability hybridization in the UK public sector. Account. Org. Soc. 39,
453e476.
Thoradeniya, P., Lee, J., Tan, R., Ferreira, A., 2015. Sustainability reporting and the
theory of planned behaviour. Account Audit. Account. J. 28, 1099e1137.
Thorne, L., Mahoney, L., Manetti, G., 2014. Motivations for issuing standalone CSR
reports: a survey of Canadian ﬁrms. Account Audit. Account. J. 27, 686e714.
Tilling, M., Tilt, C., 2010. The edge of legitimacy. Voluntary social and environmental
reporting in Rothmans' 1956-1999 annual reports. Account Audit. Account. J. 23,
55e81.
Tregidga, H., Milne, M., Kearins, K., 2014. (Re)presenting ‘sustainable organizations’.
Account. Org. Soc. 39, 477e494.
Van Liempd, D., Busch, J., 2013. Biodiversity reporting in Denmark. Account Audit.
Account. J. 26, 833e872.
Vinnari, E., Laine, M., 2013. Just a passing fad? The diffusion and decline of envi-
ronmental reporting in the Finnish water sector. Account Audit. Account. J. 26,
1107e1134.
Wilkins, T., 2014. Discussion of “Mandatory environmental disclosures by com-
panies complying with IASs/IFRSs: the cases of France, Germany and the UK”.
Int. J. Account. 49, 248e252.
Williams, B., Wilmshurst, T., Clift, R., 2011. Sustainability reporting by local gov-
ernment in Australia: current and future prospects. Account. Forum 35,
176e186.
Wong, R., Millington, A., 2014. Corporate social disclosures: a user perspective on
assurance. Account Audit. Account. J. 27, 863e887.
